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Proposition 2 makes sense because it is 
a fiscally responsible program. It will cost 
th{' nverage citizen only 50; per year. From 
a rs and cents point of view, Proposi-
tl·,. __ will mean better health care at a 
lower cost for California fal:J.iIies. 
STEPHEN P. TEALE 
State Senator, 3rd District 
WILLIE L. BROWN, JR. 
Assemblyman, 18th District 
BOB MONAGAN 
Asspmblyman, 12th District 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION BOND AUTHORIZATION. Legisla-
tive Constitutional Amendment. Authorizes Legislature to pro- YES 
vide fo!' issuance of revenue bonds, not secured by taxing power 3 of state, to finance acquisition, construction, and installation of 
environmental pollution control facilities, and for lease or sale of 
same to persons, associations, or corporations, other than municipal NO 
corporations. Financial impact: No direct cost. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 3, Part II) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel 
A "Yes" vote on this legislative const.itu-
tional amendment is a vote to authorize the 
Legislature to provide for the issuance of 
revenue bonds to finance the acquisition, 
cO'1struction, and installation of environ-
mental pollution control facilities and to pro-
vide for the lease or sale. of such facilities. 
A "No" vote is a vote against granting the 
Legislature such authority. . 
For further details, see below. 
Detailed Analysis by the 
Legislative Counsel 
'Tn '~ measure would amend the Constitu-
authorize the Legislature to provide 
issuance of revenue bonds, not se-
cured by the taxing power of the state, to fi-
J'ance the acquisition, construction, and in-
stallation of environmental pollution control 
facilities, including the acquisition of all 
technological facilities necessary or conven-
ient for pollution control, and to provide for 
the lease or sale of such facilities to persons, 
associations, or corporations, other than 
municipal corporations. The Legislature 
would be authorized to prohibit or limit any 
proposed issuance of such revenue bonds by 
resolution adopted by either house. 
The measure would not authorize a public 
agency to operate any industrial or commer-
cial enterprise. 
Argument in Favor of Proposition 3 
Pollution control requirements, newly im-
posed by federal, state and local govern-
ments, now make it mandatory that private 
industrJ construct a wide variety of pollu-
tion control facilities to prevent air pollu-
tion, water pollution and other environ-
mental contamination. 
No amount of requirements, by them-
selves, can guarantee speedy compliance 
with these new pollution control standards. 
Complianl'c, in large part, depends upon the 
a 'ility of adequate funds to finance eon-
s, ,n of complex pollution control de-
vice". 
(Continued on page 10, column 1) 
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
This constitutional amendment would per-
mit the Legislature to provide for the sale of 
revenue bonds to finance the acquisition, con-
struction and installation of pollution con-
trol facilities and for the lease or sale of such 
facilities to persons, associations, or corpora-
tions, other than municipal corporations. The 
repayment of t.he bonds would not be guar-
anteed by the taxing power of tbe state. 
Assembly Bill No. 1925, which is pending 
in the current session of the Legislature 
would, if enacted and signed by the Gover-
nor, establisp a California Pollution Control 
Financing Authority. The authority would 
be authorized to sell reyenue bonds in the 
name of the State of California and to use 
the proceeds from the bonds to finance. the 
cost of lands, equipment and construction of 
facilities for lease to private industry to con-
trol all forms of pollution to the environ-
ment. The lease rentals on the pollntion facil-
ities would pay the principal and interest on 
the revenue bonds and the operating costs of 
the authority. 
AB 1925 would authorize the authority to 
issue $200,000,000 in revenue bonds to COIl-
struct the pollution facilities. Additional 
amounts may be authorized by the authority 
unless either house of the Legislature passes 
a resolution disapproving the issue. The bill 
may be revised prior to final enactment or 
not enacted. Other legislation may be en-
acted but AB 1925 by its own provisions, is 
designated as the means of implementing 
this constitutional amendment. 
Although any revenue bonds issued pur-
suan t. to this constitutional amendment 
would be self-supporting and not backed by 
the taxing power of the state, such bonds 
could have an effect on th!' finances of state 
government. First, the sale of large amounts 
of such bonds in addition to other state 
bonds could increase the interest rate on fu-
ture issues of state bonds on which the in-
terest is paid from tax revenues. Second, if 
revenues do not cover debt service on the 
revenue bonds, the state's ability to sell 
bonds could be impaired. As a consequence 
(Continued on page 10, column 2) 
-9-
Argument in Favor of Proposition 3 
(Continued from page 9, column 1) 
Unfortunately, not all California indus-
tries have readily available sources of such 
funds. For them, compliance with sueh re-
quirements will mean diverting financing 
from current production efforts, together 
with plant shutdowns and personnel layoffs 
-a series of consequences which the still 
sluggish California economy cannot afford. 
The alternative to this situation is to ex-
tend and to relax the timetable for compli-
ance with pollution control standards. From 
the point of view of California's environment 
this is an equally unacceptable alternative. 
Proposition 3 provides a satisfactory solu-
tion to this problem. It will amend the State 
Constitution so that California can take ad-
vantage of recent amendments to the Fed-
eral Internal Revenue Code which permit 
th,' issuance of state revenue bonds to fi-
nance pollution control facilities which, in 
turn, will be leased to private industries. 
T-his approach, which is already in use in 
a number of industrial states, assures on-
time complianec with pollution control re-
quirements. Moreover, it provides a means of 
achieving compliance without plant shut-
downs or layoffs which would disrupt the 
California economy. 
Proposition 3 contains a full range of safe-
guards to protect the state. It provides that 
any revenue bonds issued to finanee pollu-
tion control devices are not, and cannot be-
come, obligations of the State of California 
or its taxpayers. The security for all such 
bonds will be the leases signed by individual 
industries together with mortgages on their 
property and other assets. 
In addition, Proposition 3 gives the State 
Legislature the right to limit and regulate 
the amount of such revenue bonds which 
may be issued. 
Legislation to implement Proposition 3 has 
already pass,>d the State Assembly. Ap-
proval of Proposition 3 will ~nable the State 
Senate to vote on the enabling legislation in 
November and to implement this new pro-
gram for pollution control as soon as possi-
ble. 
'ro keep California's environment clean 
and to ke£p its economy strong, we urge 
your "yes" vote on Proposition 3. 
JOHN T. KNOX 
Assemblyman, 11th District 
DONALD GRUNSKY 
State Senator, 17th District 
Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of 
Proposition 3 
The argument preSdnted by the proponents 
of Proposition 3 would have the voters be-
lieve that this Proposition is the only way 
industry can be aided in connection with the 
curbing ~f environmental problems. This is 
not the case as California has previously 
&mended state law to allow industries an 
(Continued in column 2) 
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
(Continued from page 9, column 2) 
the state might have to use Gene1:"al Fund 
revenues for revenue bond debt servie "1-
sure that no bonds sold in the name e 
State of California default. 
Until legislation is enacted to implement 
this constitutional amendment the above 
costs and other costs of th:" constitutional 
amendment will not be fullr determinable. 
(Continued from column 1) 
accelerated depreciation write-off over five 
years which has worked very well in assist-
ing industry and, in my opinion, nothing 
more is needed. 
It should also be borne in mind that the 
real culprit of air pollution is the exhaust 
from our automobiles which causes from 80 
to 85 percent of all air pollution which 
means that of the 15 to 20 percent of the 
remaining causes, industry is only account-
able for 10 to 15 percent, with the remainder 
agricultural burning and all other causes. 
By solving our automobile problem and 
keeping reasonable controls on industry, we 
will have no air pollution problems in Cali-
fornia. 
Vote "No" on Proposition 3. 
CT~ARK L. BRADLEY 
State Senator, 14th Distric,t 
Argument Against Proposition 3 
This proposal is another "panic" type idea 
which is swpeping the state and natior ' 
regarding pollution. 
California's Constitution provid<,s ttla, dIe 
state cannot create a state debt except 011', 
made up of general obligation bonds vot~d 
on and approved by a majority of the votes 
east in an eleetion on such a bond issue. 
This Constitutional Amendment would au-
thorize issuance of reVf'nue bonds by the Leg-
islature and would open the door for an un-
limited increase in a new indirect type of 
state deht which the voters would not be 
given the chance to vote on either as to the 
purpose or th<' amount of these bonds. 
It is true that the Constitutional Amend-
ment says that "the bonds shall not be se-
cured by the taxing power of the state," 
however, since the IJegislature would be vot-
ing the revenue bonds and upon their sale 
turning the proceeds oY<'r to a legislatively 
created corporation called the California Pol-
lution qontrol Financing Authority, unless 
the Leglslature wanted to "lose face" by rea-
son of the failure of projects entered iti.to by 
this corporation, in my opinion, no loss to the 
buyers of these bonds will be allowed, thus 
indirectly the bond buyers will be relying 
upon the Legislature to "bail them out" ! The 
Legislature has adopted an enabling statute 
which goes into effect if this measure passes 
and this statute authorizes t.h" i"suance of 
$200 million in these bonds as a stal'; 
The money from these revenue bOl 11 
be in jeopardy from the start becauL .I a 
corporation gets a pollution control unit 
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built for them (many of which will run into 
millioD~ of dollars each), and then the proj-
·'1oes not work, or the corporation goes 
~, or moves out of the state, there will 
Ut 110 way to get back the money poured 
into this projl'ct. 
Votc "No" and help protect the Legisla-
ture against itself. 
CLARK L. BRADLEY 
State Senator, 14th District 
Rebuttal to Argument Against 
Proposition 3 
The opposition argument to Proposition 3 
is a typical "scare" argument. It tries to 
scare the voter into believing that Proposi-
tion 3 will increase his taxes-allegedly be-
cause an industry might "go broke", or move 
out of the state, then the state would have to 
"make good" the pollution control bonds 
from general tax funds. 
This opposit on argument has no basis in 
fact. 
To safeguard against the possibility of de-
fault, each industry which leases pollution 
control facilities can be required to mortgage 
its propt'rtil's-even those located ou+side of 
California-as security for its lease. 
N one of the other industrial states which 
currently use this type of financing for pollu-
tion control facilities have ever experienced 
any default or delinquency on pollution con-
trol bonds. 
No bonds will be sold, and no leases signed, 
without thl' specific approval of a five mem-
ber "Pollution Control Financing Authority". 
The State Treasurer, State Controller and 
State Director of Finance will be members 
of this Authority. Each of these individuals 
shares the responsibility for managing Cali-
fornia's fiscal affairs. The: e is no reason to 
beliew that they will approv,' leases with 
financially shaky corporatlOns. 
Proposition 3 amends the State Constitu-
tion to state explicitly that pollution control 
bonds cannot become, under any circum-
stances, the legal nsponsibility of the state 
or of its taxpayers. 
Proposition 3 provides for a completely 
self-liquidating bond program which will not 
affect state taxpayers in any way. In this 
respect it is similar to the self-liquidating 
veterans' home loan bond program which has 
been in effl'ct for many years in California. 
JOHNT. KNOX 
Assemblyman, 11th District 
LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION. Legisla;ive Constitutional Amend-
ment. Amends and adds various constitutional provisions to pro-
vide for or affect two-year legislative sessions, automatic adjourn- YES 
ment, special sessions, recesses, effective date of statutes, limitation 
on time for introduction of bills and presentation to Governor, 
budget bill time limits and procedure, vetoes, Governor's annual 
report, pardons, and legislators' terms and retirement. Financial 
impact: Cost decrease to state 0" between $16,500 and $60,000 per NO 
year. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 4, Part IT) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
A "Yes" vote on this legislative constitu- By abolishing the veto session as a sep-
tional amendment is a vote to provide that arate period of the regular legislative ses-
the I,egislature meet for a single two-year sian, this constitutional amendment would 
session during each two-year period between result in annual savings ranging from $16,-
general elections instead of meeting in a new 500 to $60,000 (for a full five-day session) 
session each year. based upon the estimated daily cost of such 
A "No" vote is a vote to retain the exist- sessions, including round-trip travel cost. 
ing annual sessions of the Legislature. The other provisions would result in no net 
For further details, see below. change in costs. 
Detailed Analysis by the 
Legislative Counsel 
This measure would make the following 
major changes in the Constitution: 
(1) The I,egislature now meets in regular 
session each year commencing on the first 
Monday after January 1. The length of the 
session is not sperified. 
This measure would provide, generally, 
for the re~ular legislative sessions to extend 
.'-.. tJ,e two-year period between general 
ions. The first regular session following 
0., .• . .-oval of the measure would commence 
on J unuary 8, 1973, and would continue un-
(Continued in column 2) 
(Continued from column 1) 
til November 30, 1974. Thereafter, regular 
sessions would commence on the first Mon-
day in December of each even-numbered 
year (following the general election) and 
would continue until November 30 of the 
next even-numbered year. The terms of of-
fice of Members of the Legislature would be 
revised to correspond to these changes. 
(2) The Constitution now provides that 
a bill passed by both houses at a regular 
session becomes law unless the Governor ve·· 
to"s it. The Legislature is required to recess 
at the end of a regular session and reconvene 
(Continued on page 12, column 1) 
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Sec. 7. The proceeds of bonds issued and of the unsold bonds which have been author-
s ... '· ~ursuant to this act, together with in- ized to be sold for the purpose of carrying 
t earned thereon, if any, shall be de- out this act. Any amounts withdrawn shall 
pu __ .ed in the Health Science Facilities Con- be deposited in the Health Science Facilities 
struction Program Fund. The lIloney so de- Construction Program Fund, and shall be 
posited in the fund shall be reserved and reserved, allocated for expenditure, and ex-
allocated solely for expenditure for the pur- pended as specified in Section 7 of this act. 
poses specified in this act and only pursuant Any moneys made available under this sec-
to appropriation by the Legislature in the tion to the '~ard shall be returned by the 
manner hereinafter prescribed. board to the General Fund from moneys re-
Sec. 8. A section shall be included in the ceived from the sale of bonds sold for the 
Budget Bill for each fiscal year bearing the purpose of carrying out this act, togather 
caption "1971 Health Science Facilities Con- with interest at the rate of interest fixed in 
struction Bond Act Program." Said section the bonds so sold. 
shall contain proposed appropriations only Sec. 10. The bonds authorized by this act 
for the program contemplated by this act, and shall be prepared, executed, issued, sold, paid 
no funds derived from the bonds authorized and redeemed as provided in the State Gen-
by this act may be expended pursuant to an eral Obligation Bond Law (Chapter 4 (com-
appropriation not contained in said section of mencing with Section 16720) of Part 3, Di-
the Budget Act. The Department of Finance, vision 4, Title 2 of the Government Code), 
which is hereby designated as the board for and all of the provisions of said law are ap-
the purposes of this act, shall annually total plicable to said bonds and to this act and are 
the Budget Act appropriations referred to in hereby incorporated in this act as though set 
this section and, pursuant to Section 16730 forth in full herein. 
of the Government Code, request the Health Sec. 11. The Health Science Facilities 
Science Facilities Construction Program Construction Program Committee is hereby 
Committee to cause bonds to be issued and created. The committee shall consist of the 
sold in quantities sufficient to carry out the Governor, the State Controller, the State 
projects for which such appropriations were Treasurer, the J;>irector of Finance, and the 
made. Chairman of the Regents of the University 
Sec. 9. For the purposes of carrying out of California. For the purpose of this act, 
the provisions of this act the Director of the Health Science Facilities Construction 
r 'lce may by executive order authorize Program Committee shall be the "committee" 
t ithdrawal from the General Fund of an as that term is used in the State Gener'll 
amount or amounts not to exceed the amount i Obligation Bond Law. 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION BOND AUTHORIZATION. Legisla-
tive Constitutional Amendment. Authorizes Legislature to pro- YES 
3 
vide for issuance of revenue bonds, not secured by taxing power 
of state, to finance acquisition, construction, and installation of 
environmental pollution control facilities, and for lease or sale of 
same to persons, associations, or corporations, other than municipal NO 
corporations. Financial impact: No direct cost. 
(This amendment proposed by Assembly 
Constitutional Amendment No. 81, 1972 Reg-
ular Session, expressly adds a new section to 
the Constitution; therefore, NEW PROVI-
SIONS proposed to be ADDED are printed 
in BOLDFACE TYPE.) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 
ARTICLE XVI 
Sec. 14. The Legislature may provide 
for the issuance of revenue bonds to finance 
the acquisition, construction, and installa-
tion of environmental pollution control facil-
ities, including the acquisition of all techno-
logical facilities necessary or convenient for 
pollution control, and for the lease or sale of 
such facilities to persons, associations, or 
corporations, other than municipal corpora-
tions; provided, that such revenue bonds 
shall not be secured by the taxing power of 
the state; and provided, further, that the 
Legislature may, by resolution adopted by 
either house, prohibit or limit any proposed 
issuance of such revenue bonds. No provi-
sion of this Constitution, including, but not 
limited to, Section 25 of Article xm and 
Sections 1 and 2 of Article XVI, shall be 
construed as a limitation upon the authority 
granted to the Legislature pursuant to this 
section. Nothing herein contained shall au-
thorize any public agency to operate any 
industrial or commercial enterprise. 
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